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Continuation Sheet 



Applicant's arguments witli respect to tine prior art rejections liave been considered but 
is not persuasive. Tine primary tlirust of applicant's argument is grounded on the 
allegation that the packet described by Sit does not anticipate the claimed limitation of a 
"request packet" because the rejection ignores "the feature of a request packet recited 
in the claims." (Remarks, pg. 4) In response to applicant's argument, the following 
thought question must be asked: what is the feature of a request packet as recited in 
the claims? As recited in exemplary claim 1 , a request packet is one that is translated 
from an HTTP request and then submitted to a peer server; whereupon the peer server 
translates it back to the HTTP request, thereby enabling generic web traffic to flow, (see 
steps c and d of claim 1 ) In order for the prior art to meet the limitation of a "request 
packet," it must suggest these steps in the method claim. Accordingly, in product 
claims defined as a product by process (see for example, claim 17), the prior art must 
also suggest these steps performed by the product. As enumerated in the final action 
mailed on 3/14/08, and contrary to applicant's allegations, the packet disclosed by Sit 
perform these exact steps. If applicant has a different meaning for a "request packet," 
this meaning must be specifically defined in the Specification, or recited as additional 
limitations in the claims. Because the Specification does not provide a definition of a 
request packet, and the claim does not describe any additional structural features of a 
request packet, except for its use within a method and product, the transformed packet 
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of Sit tliat is used to transfer messages a 
request packet. 



Page 3 

a firewall suggest applicant's claimed 



